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Thunder from the South: Not more than a hundred yards from this desk, old line Democratic 
politicos are wringing their hands over the effects of the President’s “give ’em hell” speech of last 
Saturday night. Within the past 48 hours, these Democratic leaders — sitting in the swanky Ring 


building down the street, where ihey have their headquarters — have developed great qualms and 
apprehensions. 


It is not the “class angle” nature of the Presideni’s speech (that recalled 1948 and victory) 


which worried them. It was the President's uncompromising stand in favor of FEPC that scared 
the boys. 


For, today, there is a growing opinion here that the “civil rights” utterance has scuttled chances 
for an amicable settlement between Northern and Southern wings of the Party at the coming conven- 
tion. In fact, Democratic National Chairman Frank McKinney has admitted that the President’s speech 


may end the current pourparlers to work out a compromise civil rights plank for the platform of 
the Convention. 


And prospects for a Stevenson-Russell slate have gone glimmering. In the past six weeks, ever 
since Truman announced his withdrawal from the race, it was assumed that the Southern revolt had 
ended. Now it is flaring up again. And some go so far as to say that the situation is back to where 


it was before Truman, in large part prompted by the seriousness of the Southern revolt, announced 
his abdication. 


Various signs and portents mark this situation: 


(1) A week ago, Mississippi Democrats (who are Dixiecrats) made plain that they will support 
no slate (even if Russell is on it) which has a platform containing a civil rights plank. 


2) Governor James F. Byrnes is hard at work in Dixie urging a “‘concert” of attitude and action 
y ging 
among the various Southern states to defend their position. 


(3) There is increasing talk that Russell, however strongly he may cling to hopes for unity at 


Chicago, is necessarily a “captive” of his Southern followers. And the “Dixiecrat” radical wing of 
this following sets the pace. 


(4) The President’s attack on the “states rights” tidelands oil bill has weakened Administration 
elements in the Democratic Party in Louisiana and Texas. 


(5) Around Washington, those who know the South serve the warning that the Southerners could 
revolt and still preserve the formality of remaining “Democrats”. For, it cannot be too often explained 
that the Southerners regard themselves as the real inheritors of the Democratic Party tradition. If the 
Northern wing does not go along with them, they are prepared to run their own candidate, perhaps 
Russell, under a Democratic rubric on the ballot — no matter whether Stevenson or Kefauver or 


Harriman is the nominee at Chicago. In the Southern view, the Northern wing will then have 
“seceded” from the real Democratic Party. 


(6) Finally, and most significantly, Senator Russell on the morrow of the President’s speech made 
a pointed statement to the Young Democratic Club of the District of Columbia: “I never have made 
the flat statement that I would never leave the party under any conditions.” (Washington Post, 


May 19.) 
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And as a corollary to the above threatening situation in the Democratic Party, Taft partisans are 
making the point that this favors their candidate in the GOP nomination race. The argument — 
“Ike is the only Republican who can win the election” — necessarily becomes weaker, they say, if 
there is a prospect that the South will deduct 128 electoral votes from the Democratic total. 


Kefauver: The Tennessean’s chances (if there really ever were any) for the nomination blew up at the 
very time when, and in the very place where, his strength was hailed as most promising. Northem 
“liberals” drew the conclusion from the Florida primary that Kefauver had shown clearly his strength 
in the South. He had challenged the all-powerful Southern leader, Senator Russell, in a Southem 
state and had given him a run for his money. Actually, the facts pointed directly to a contrary con. 


clusion: Kefauver runs badly among “his own people”, and since Northern leaders do not favor 
him, his cause has a dim future. 


Study of just where in Florida Kefauver picked up votes and where he didn’t demonstrates this 
conclusion beyond a shadow of a doubt. He ran strongly only in those areas of the state where 
Northerners predominate — in Dade County (Miami), in Jacksonville and other “tourist” places, 
Those are the spots where retired people and invalids from north of the Mason-Dixon line have settled 
in large numbers. In the rest of the state, in the rural areas where the Northern invasion has not 
penetrated (where native Floridians and people from neighboring Southern states predominate), 
Russell won by commanding majorities. In short, Florida is no longer a typical Southern state and 
the fact that the Tennessee candidate displayed some strength against his opponent has no significance 
as a Southern phenomenon. 


As a matter of fact, the legend of Kefauver as a crusading crime prosecutor apparently exerts 
less power south of the Mason-Dixon line. The magazine Inside Detective in its current (June) issue 
features on its cover, “In Kefauver’s Backyard — An Exposé of Fraud, Politics and Murder” and 
the story presents a grim situation in McMinn County, Tennessee, far worse than those in Cook County, 
Illinois or Kings County, New York. The piece is written by a Southern newspaperman who com- 
mented: “Even the Senator from Tennessee, who with great fanfare chased crime and corruption 
from big city to big city, was too busy seeking the Presidency of a great, free nation to look into 
crime and terrorism in his own backyard. . . . Democracy and justice demand that Senator Kefauver 
turn his eye from the White House long enough to see the skeleton in his own closet.” 


Dinners: A prominent member of the Administration of Johns Hopkins University (Baltimore) 
recently attended a banquet of Yale alumni, and when called upon for the inevitable “brief remarks”, 
engaged in some joshing at the expense of Hopkins. “In behalf of Johns Hopkins”, he said, “I want 
to acknowledge the obligation Johns Hopkins feels for the great institution of learning in New Haven. 
And wishing to show the appreciation of Johns Hopkins to Yale, I think that perhaps the best way of 
showing it is to offer Yale the following: one lacrosse player and Owen Lattimore.” 


....At another dinner in the past week, this one in Washington, more serious exchanges were 
heard. Governor Fine of Pennsylvania was a guest. Fine, who is in a position to deliver most of 
Pennsylvania’s seventy-odd delegates to the GOP convention, did not make clear to others at the dinner 
just which candidate he preferred. But, in a horse-race finish, how he turns may prove decisive. Hence, 
a friend of ours who sat near to Fine at the dinner makes an enlightening observation: “Fine was very 
‘cagy’ in speaking about Ike, benevolent about Taft and effusively enthusiastic about General MacArthur.” 


Around the Town: Publication of Whittaker Chambers’ epochal book Witness (Random House, 
$5.00) this week, has stirred great interest here in a projected hearing of the House Un-American 
Activities Committee. That body, it is reported, will call Dr. E. U. Condon, former head of the 
Bureau of Standards, key scientist for many years in the Government, and once under fire for his 
“liberal” views. Chambers in his book describes an employee of the Bureau who was — the author 
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says — an important figure in the Communist espionage ring. Chambers does not give the man’s 
real name, but he is believed to have been a scientist on Condon’s staff for many years. 


The McCarran Internal Security Committee of the Senate, it is reported, has much the same 
information on this figure as that possessed by the House Committee. If the House body should 
develop “cold feet” and call off the projected hearings, the Senate group may go ahead on its own. 


.... There are rumors that the Administration has the text of the unpublished parts of the famous 
Patton diary. (General Patton’s widow has refused to permit publication of these entries, which 
present an unfavorable view of Eisenhower’s conduct of the European campaigns of 1944-5.) Gossip 
has it that, if Ike were the GOP nominee, the Administration would “leak out” this anti-Eisenhower 
material. 


Germany: General Eisenhower is leaving a very ominous situation in Germany, the key area without 
which (say military men) no real defense of Western Europe is possible. Experts here privately 
express doubts that the West German Government of Chancellor Adenauer can long survive the 
growing unpopularity of his concessions to Western powers. The people also grumble about French 
retention of the Saar, and various other disabilities. 


Among the latter are some surprising practices, as may be seen in the following letter which we have 
received from a German newspaperman: “You will recall the great problem of dismantling. Until 
little over a year ago, this question was much discussed. Only after Germany was asked to work 
for western defense was the dismantling officially ordered stopped. However, I have just read a report 
that in the Krupp factory men are still working on the dismantling of equipment at one end, and at 
the other end men are at work rebuilding it. 


“In Hamburg, the Military Security Board is trying to sell back to German interests the docks 
taken from German shipbuilders in that city. If Germans do not wish to buy these back, the Board 
will sell them as scrap iron in England. Right now, the German shipbuilders have not the capital, 
about 114 million pounds sterling, to pay for their own docks. However, it is hoped that the West 
German Government wil! buy these back and rent them to the shipbuilders. As yet the negotiations 
have not come to a conclusion. 


“In Hamburg, there is another interesting affair. In the plants of the Motorenwerke Hamburg, 
a subsidiary of the MAN (Maschinenfabrik Augsburg-Nuremberg) there are 60 cranes able to carry from 
5 to 160 tons. They were built in 1938 at a cost of 70 million marks. Now, a group of London 
lawyers have taken an interest in these cranes and want to get them for Britain, on the ground that 
they are war booty.” 


Revisiox:ism: Those who are rewriting official history have received in the past week valuable mate- 
rial for presenting a true picture of General. MacArthur’s actions in the period just before he was 
dismissed by Truman. 


According to the Administration version, MacArthur obtained knowledge early in the spring of 
1951 that the Administration was about to start truce talks and to broach a cease-fire arrangement 
with the Chinese and Korean Reds, and that the General sought to upset these plans by his own offer 
of a cease-fire. The implication was that he was trying to head off an Acheson peace formula. 


Now, a former member of his wartime staff comes forward and claims that MacArthur asked 
the Chinese to talk truce and cease-fire because the General had intercepted a highly significant Red 
message. General Bonner Fellers, this former member of his staff, in a radio address on May 11 in 
Baltimore, said the message was sent from the Red headquarters at the front to Peiping and that it 
asked the Red Government to grant a cease-fire “until we can build up”. Fellers gave the gist of the 
message as follows: | 


“We are out of ammunition. We are in a very untenable position at the front. Our losses are 
terrific. We've got to have tanks, we’ve got to have air power. Get us a cease-fire until we can 
build up.” 

Fellers said in his broadcast: “It was a result of that message that caused MacArthur to ask his 
opposite number, the Chinese commander, to talk truce or to cease fire. This was one of the reasons 
why MacArthur was lifted out. They said he’d gone way beyond his job as a military commander.” 
(This speech, recorded, was presented by Lou Corbin of Radio Station WFBR in Baltimore.) 


We learn that the Administration generals have shown -great displeasure with Fellers’ statements, 
But, it is noteworthy that the Pentagon has not officially denied them. 


Another Swindle? It was James Madison who said you could depend on the State to turn every 
circumstance to its advantage. President Truman adds new evidence in support of Mr. Madison. With 
a heart bleeding for the sufferers of flood, he asks Congress to set up a system of Federal flood damage 
insurance. 

The word “insurance” is fraudulently used. You can depend on it, if Congress does as Mr, 
Truman asks, that the “premiums” paid in on such “insurance” will become taxes; that is, they will 
be thrown into the Treasury, where they will become subject to any and all appropriations. The 
“premiums” will not be held in a reserve for the sufferers from floods; they won’t be invested in any 
business securities, as insurance companies do with their premiums. The “premiums” will actually 
be taxes, just as spendable as any other taxes. Long before any benefits accrue to flood sufferers, who 
paid in these “premiums”, the money will have been spent; the government will then have to resort 
to new taxes to make good on its “insurance” obligations. 

That is true of the “insurance” swindle known as social security, or the swindle of veteran’s 
“insurance”. In both cases the “premiums” are spent and then replaced with government bonds. The 
assumption is that the interest on the bonds will pay the benefits. But, the interest on the bonds is 


derived from taxes; so that, in reality the benefit ayments come from new taxes, not from “premiums” 
? p p 
collected from the “insured’’. 


But, if Congress follows Mr. Truman’s suggestion, a new bureau will have to be set up and new 
jobs will be created — in short, the State will be strengthened. That’s what Mr. Madison meant. 


Educational Delinquency: After two years of study, the High School Principals Association (New 
York) has issued a report on “Absence, Truancy and Delinquency”. The substance of the report is 
that “problem pupils” have “overwhelmed the schools, have interfered with the instruction of their 
schoolmates and have spread disorder and vandalism”. The remedy suggested by the report: drop 
such youngsters from the classes and permit them to go to work at the age of 15. (Under the present 
New York compulsory education law, attendance is required up to the age of 17.) 

Both the report of conditions and the suggested cure throw doubt on the “democratic” theory that 
the individual can be indefinitely improved by education. Perhaps some people are naturally short 
of the capacity for learning and would be better citizens if they could express themselves in ways that 
do not require a knowledge of Shakespeare or trigonometry. At any rate, as the report shows, trying 
to force such subjects on young minds results in revolt, often of a violent nature. 

However, the report does not take up a suggested idea, that perhaps what is called “‘progressive” 
education may account for delinquency among adolescents. It is a matter of police record, as well as 
home observation, that “impulsive, extroverted, aggressive, uninhibited” behavior shows up in younger 
children; the high schools inherit the “problem pupil”. It is also a matter of record that the delin- 
quency problem is on the increase. And it is a fact that the “progressive” method and delinquency 
have grown up side by side. Is there cause and effect, or simply coincidence, in this? 
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By WILLIAM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 


D™™ and since the War, American foreign policy has suffered from an acute attack 
of a disease which might be described as treatyitis. It has been assumed that the 


more treaties, agreements, covenants, declarations, etc., we could conclude with foreign 


nations the better. it would be for our national interests and for the cause of world peace. 

William C. Bullitt, one of Roosevelt’s court favorites until his anti-Communist views 
made him fall from popularity, testified in a magazine article that one of Roosevelt’s 
primary aims was “to persuade Stalin to adhere to statements of general aims, like the 
Atlantic Charter”. This was not a difficult aim to realize. Stalin was always willing 
to sign any declaration of abstract principles, so long as his very concrete objectives of 
annexation and expansion were not affected. 

So an unreal barter of substance for shadow set in with the Declaration of the 
United Nations on January 1, 1942, and reached its climax at Yalta in February, 1945. 
Was Stalin showing a clear intention of obtaining from Roosevelt and Churchill all, 
and more than all, the territorial spoils which he had obtained in his deal with Hitler 
in August, 1939? But he had signed, several times, the noble principles of the Atlantic 
Charter. Had he broken off relations with the legitimate representative government of 
Poland and built up a Red Quisling government, ready made for imposition on Poland 
as soon as the Red Army entered that country? But he was always prepared to say that 
he wanted a “strong independent Poland” and had even been known to utter benevolent 
sentiments about the Four Freedoms. 

This trade of substance for shadow went to almost incredible lengths at Yalta. 
On the face of it the territorial arrangements sanctioned at Yalta were a flagrant and 
unmistakable violation of the Atlantic Charter, with its emphasis on the right of peoples 
to self-determination. Almost half of Poland’s pre-war territory was handed over to the 
Soviet Union and Poland was promised large, indefinite acquisitions of German territory. 
But the Yalta Declaration is spattered with pious professions of respect for the Atlantic 
Charter. 

The Yalta arrangements set the stage for what happened in Poland later: the trans- 
formation of that formerly independent country, proud of its western culture and civili- 


zation, into an outlying Soviet province. But Roosevelt and his apologists were hypno- 


Copyright 1952 by HUMAN EVENTS, INC. 
Published weekly at 1136 Eighteenth Street, N.W., Washington 6, D. C. 





tized by such nice sounding phrases in the Yalta Agreements as “free and unfettered 
elections’, ““democratic institutions of their own choice’, etc. 


O™ MIGHT HAVE imagined that the makers of our foreign policy would have been 
cured of this disease of treatyitis by the devastating lessons of postwar experience, 
The Atlantic Charter and the Four Freedoms soon became byword and mockery. There 
was not the slightest consideration for the wishes of the peoples in the frontiers which 
were drawn in eastern and central Europe. And one could search diligently without 
finding a trace of the Four Freedoms in the areas of the world which are under Com. 
munist control — areas which expanded immensely after the late war. 

It is now obvious that many, perhaps most, of our wartime commitments about the 
shape of the peace to come should never have been made. The decision at Cairo to 
transfer Formosa to China has now become acutely embarrassing. There was no sug- 
gestion of consulting the Formosans, who enjoyed much better living conditions as part of 
the Japanese Empire than their racial kinsmen on the mainland of China. And it would 
be a betrayal of the vital strategic interests of the United States to hand over Formosa 
to a Communist Chinese regime that has given every sign of being implacably hostile 
to this country. 

Then there was the often announced resolution that Germany and Japan should 
never possess armed forces again. This is distinctly awkward at a time when effective 
European and Far Eastern defense plans depend substantially on the willingness of the 
Germans and the Japanese to make a military contribution. Many Germans and 
Japanese now show a tendency to take us at our word on this matter of permanent 
disarmament. 

However, the naive idea that it was somehow a great triumph for peace, 
democracy and world order, if the Soviet Government could be induced to attach its 
signature to some kind of international agreement, died extremely hard. Indeed, it is 
not yet dead, as is evident from the action of President Truman in recommending the 
UN International Covenant on Human Rights for ratification by the Senate. 


A good example of the proposition that an agreement with a Communist regime 
is always a “heads-you-win-tails-I-lose” proposition was furnished not long ago when 
the Soviet Government, in a note to the United States, protested against an appropria- 
tion in the Mutual Security Act designed to aid refugee groups from the Soviet Union 
and its satellites. The Soviet note invoked an agreement concluded between Roosevelt 
and the then Soviet Foreign Commissar Litvinov on the eve of establishment of diplo- 
matic relations between Washington and Moscow. 


Each party to this agreement agreed to prevent the activity on its territory of any 
organization or group aiming at the overthrow of the other government. If words had 
any meaning, the conclusion of this agreement should have been followed by the expul- 
sion of the Communist International from Soviet territory. But the Comintern continued 





to do business at the old stand for ten more years. Its dissolution in 1943 altered 
nothing in the systematic utilization of foreign Communist parties as fifth columns by 
the Soviet Government. 

As this is only one of many proofs of the rule that the word of the Soviet Govern- 
ment in international affairs is worthless, the obvious moral would seem to be to con- 
clude no mutual obligations with that Government. Whenever we have transgressed 
this rule, as we often have during the last decade, it has been to our disadvantage. 


A’ FIRST SIGHT it might seem that only a churlish curmudgeon would balk at sign- 
ing something so apparently laudable as an international covenant on human 
rights. But this is the reasoning of the individual who joins every front organization 
that sports in its title some such word as democratic, progressive, liberal or anti-fascist. 

It is important to remember that, under Article VI of our Constitution, ‘‘All treaties 
made, or which shall be made, under the authority of the United States, shall be the 
supreme law of the land; and the judges in every state shall be bound thereby, anything 
in the constitution or laws of any state to the contrary notwithstanding.” 

It is clear, therefore, that a treaty, or international agreement of any kind, is a serious 
obligation. Its phrasing should be carefully examined. Now on such vital issues as 
freedom of religion, and of speech and press, there are important divergences between 
the UN Covenant on Human Rights and the Constitution of the United States. Freedom 
of religion under the latter is simple and absolute, a natural right which no government 
is authorized to withhold or limit or modify. The Bill of Rights says: 

“Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting 
the free exercise thereof.” 

The language of the Covenant on this subject is much vaguer and is hedged with 
qualifications, which could easily be abused by a dictatorship intent on persecuting some 
type of religion, or all religions: 

‘Freedom to manifest one’s religion or beliefs shall be subject only to such limita- 
tions as are necessary to protect public safety, order, health or morals, or the funda- 
mental rights and freedoms of others.” 

The Bill of Rights in the Constitution simply forbids Congress from making any 
law “abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press”. The Covenant again goes into 
longwinded qualifications, which could easily serve the purposes of dictatorship: 


‘The right to seek, receive and impart information and ideas carries with it special 
duties and responsibilities and may therefore be subject to certain penalties, liabilities 
and restrictions, but these shall be such only as are provided by law and are necessary 
for the protection of national security, public order, safety, health or morals, or of the 
tights, freedom or reputations of others.” 

As Senator John W. Bricker* has said: ‘“The addiction for multilateral agree- 
ments is one of the outstanding vices of Administration foreign policy.” 





Two striking examples are the efforts to work out a multilateral agreement op 
freedom of press and information and another setting up the ITO or International Trade 
Organization. The convention on freedom of the press was so.badly distorted by the 
time it had passed through the mill of discussion in UN committees and subcommittees 
that the United States is now eager to bury it. The final text, far from assuring freedom 
of international reporting, or alleviating the blackout in the Iron Curtain countries and 
the dimout in some Asian and Latin American lands, would have actually authorized 
censorship in some cases and made the harassed life of the international journalist still 


more harassed. 


The ITO agreement, advocated as a means of freeing the channels of international 


trade, emerged from the Havana conference so loaded with weasel words and escape 


clauses that American business opinion is now generally opposed to ratification. 


eens and international conventions can be traps. Mutual obligation agreements 

with Communist regimes have invariably proved to be bear traps. It is high time 
to get away from the illusion of “One World” and from the dangerous delusion that 
we can improve the prospects of human rights in other parts of the world by giving up 
the conception, imbedded in the Declaration of Independence and Constitution, that 
certain rights and liberties are natural and inalienable and not subject to government 
interference, tampering or restriction. A program of action, designed to reverse the 
dangerous trend toward selling historic American principles for a mess of internationalist 
pottage, should include the following points: 

The Yalta and Potsdam agreements should be declared null and void, on the double 
ground that they are intrinsically immoral and contrary to American ideals of justice 
and humanity and that the Soviet Union has ignored those phases of the agreements 
which it has found inconvenient. 

The Roosevelt-Litvinov agreement should be nullified, on the ground that it has 
long been violated, in spirit and letter, by the Soviet Union. 

The Senate should refuse to ratify the UN Covenant on Human Rights in its 
present form and reaffirm its faith in the philosophy of the Constitution, with its many 
“Thou Shalt Nots’’, addressed to the State. 

There should be a constitutional amendment assuring that no American citizen 
may be deprived of any of his constitutional rights by virtue of any treaty or inter- 


national convention or executive agreement. 





* As we go to press, hearings are being held by a Senate judiciary subcommittee on Senator Bricker’s proposed 
constitutional amendment protecting American sovereignty and constitutional rights against encroachment by the 
UN, or any other international organization, treaty or executive agreement. 
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